We present the sample countries and summary statistics in Tables S.1 and S.2. [Tables S.1-S.2 about here]
Full Results
Due to space constraints, we omitted the country-specific fixed effects coefficients in the manuscript. Table S .3 presents the full set of results.
[ Table S .3 about here]
Robustness Checks
We conducted a series of robustness checks. In the manuscript we present the results counting the number of hostile MIDs in the entire election cycle in the manuscript and then refer to the other time domains (24-, 12-, and 6-months prior to the election) in Table S.4.
[ Table S .4 about here]
As expected, the coefficient for hostile MIDs in the variance equation is statistically significant at conventional levels and positive in each model. Moreover, as one gets closer to the election, the hostile disputes increase the error variance of vote share.
As a second set of robustness checks, we estimate the hostile MIDs as a continuous weight by proximity to the election. We create eight different variables in total, split into four time domains (36-months prior to the election, 24-months, 12-months, and 6-months), based on two types of decay functions (exponential and linear decay). These variables represent an interesting robustness check, since they provide greater weight to disputes that occur closer to the election (as shown in Figure S In Figure S .2 we present the coefficients for the dispute variable with decay function for the variance part of the equation. Our initial results are robust to this modification of model specification, as the value of the coefficient is positive in all eight models, as well as statistically significant at the 95% confidence level. This would suggest that involvement in hostile disputes increases the error variance of voting models, even once we take into account the proximity of the dispute to the election. 
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